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Responsive to the Final Office Action, dated September 14, 2007 please consider the 
following remarks in connection with the pre-appeal brief request for review. Review of the final 
rejection is requested for the following reasons. 

The rejection of claims 1, 4, 6-11, 14 and 16-22 is not supported by a prima facie 
case of obviousness for claims 1, 4, 6-11 14, and 16-22. 

Claims 1, 4, 6-11, 14 and 16-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Sleeman (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0260843) (Sleeman) in view of 

Saunders (Newcard Exposed) (Saunders), and in further view of Ahern (U.S. Patent No. 

6,070,214) (Ahern). 

A prima facie case of obviousness is missing at least because there is no support for an 
obviousness rejection of the claimed subject matter as a whole because the combination of 
Sleeman, Saunders, and Ahern fail to disclose each element of the claims or to suggest the 
missing elements. 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner argues, in part: 

"Sleeman as modified by Saunders does not explicitly disclose a power adapter 
connected to provide power to the second subsystem including the user console, 
whereby the power adapter is operable to receive an AC power input to be 
converted to various voltages as required by the user console, and the second 
subsystem deriving power from the computer via a powerline of the newcard 
device. 
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However, Ahren teaches [this]... Ahren teaches in Figure 6 of a laptop that 
comprises an ASIC that is coupled to connector 141, and 143 to derive power to 
subsystems, Col. 9, lines 35-47. In addition, Ahren teaches in Figure 3 of 
docking station comprising a console 90 and a power adapter 120. AC input 
supplies power to the docking station and power supply 120 produces the 
voltages for the various components of the system, COL. 8, lines 13-67." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees to the Examiner's interpretation of Ahren as providing 
the claimed power means. Specifically, independent claim 1 requires in part: "power means 
including a power adapter connected to provide power to the second subsystem... and the 
second subsystem deriving power from the computer via a powerline of the Newcard device." 
The Applicant submits that Ahren at least does not disclose a "second subsystem deriving 
power from the computer via a powerline of the Newcard device" as required by claim 1 . As 
admitted by the Examiner, Sleeman and Saunders fail to cure this deficiency. 

Ahren does disclose a "power supply 120" which supplies voltages used to "power 
various components." Col 8, lines 66-67. The power supply 120 is included in the docking 
station. See Fig. 3. Ahren also discloses "[i]n some embodiments, one of these supply lines 
can be connected directly to the portable computer to charge its battery." Col. 8, line 67 - Col. 9 
line 2. Supplying a voltage using the power supply 120 is clearly different than a subsystem 
deriving power through a powerline of a Newcard device as required by claim 1 . The Applicant 
finds no disclosure of supplying power via a powerline of a Newcard device to a computer, 
docking station, or any subsystem in the cited portions of Ahren. 

The Examiner argues that Ahren teaches in Fig. 6 of a laptop "an ASIC that is coupled to 
connector 141, and 143 to derive power to subsystems, Col 9, lines 35-47." Fig. 6 provides a 
"modified portable computer 126'... [that] contains... ASIC 56." Col. 9, lines 36-39. 
"[C]onnectors 141 and 143 carry various power management signals , and other signals 
associated with a docking system." Col. 9, lines 45-47, emphasis added. The ASIC 56 may be 
included in a package (116) having an outline complying with the PCMCIA standard. Col. 8, 
lines 57-60. Even assuming arguendo that the ASIC 56 discloses a Newcard device and that 
the signals carried by connectors 141 and 143 are supplied through the ASIC 56, the Applicant 
finds no mention in the cited portions of Ahren a disclosure of a subsystem deriving power from 
a computer through the ASIC 56. Carrying signals, including power management signals, is 
clearly different from deriving power from the computer via a powerline of the Newcard device. 

Similarly, independent claims 1 1 and 21 recite, among other elements, "providing power 
means including a power adapter connected to provide power to the second subsystem... and 
the second subsystem deriving power from the computer via a powerline of the Newcard 
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device." As explained above, neither Sleeman, Saunders, nor Ahren teach or suggest providing 
power to a second subsystem including a power adapter connected to provide power and the 
second subsystem deriving power from a computer via a powerline of the Newcard device. 
Therefore, the rejections of these claims are also defective and should be withdrawn. 

Dependent claims 1, 4, 6-10, 14, 16-20 and 22 depend from and further limit claims 1, 
11 and 21 respectively and are also deemed to be in condition for allowance for at least the 
same reason. See MPEP 2143.03. 

Other reasons for the patentability of claims 1, 4, 6-11, 14 and 16-22 exist, including 
those previously presented and will be maintained should the filing of an appeal brief become 
necessary. 

In conclusion, as discussed above, the cited references at least do not provide for power 
means including a power adapter providing power to a subsystem in addition to the subsystem 
deriving power from a computer via a powerline of a Newcard device. As a result, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be 
met with respect to claim 1, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is defective and should be 
withdrawn, 



Respectfully submitted, 




j|nies R. Bell 
Registration No. 26,528 
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Dallas, Texas 75202-3789 
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Facsimile: 214/200-0853 
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